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Ms, TTOmas. March 1, 2009 

I am in receipt of the Feb. 20C'9 ^Soils Management HandlXJoK' pertaining to OU-1 2. airxj 
4 (The Export Plant) and wish 10 comrn^nl 

First, a little history sir̂ ce EPA seems unable to keep anyone on this project long enough to 
become informed on the issues. This documens is a revision cf the Oct. 2007 O&M Pian 
drafted by the O&M worl^roup over lhe course of the last foir or five years. Both the CAG 
sna TAG in Libby opposed the formation of Ihis O&M workgroup, 

There ware two primary reasons for their opposition. First, O&M is a process that comes 
after the RI/FS process, after the Proposed Plan, after the ROD, after the Remedial Design, 
after the Remedial Action, Without foreknowledge of the nature of those six actions, this 
document Is nonsense, TAG and CAG saw no reason to begin this exercise. 

The second point of contention was the involvement of Healthy Communities lftl«jatlve 
persorwel in the qonstruqJtion of tNs fiction. HC! is an organization known for circunnventing 
public involvement. O&M meetings were held at a time when they could ensure the pubHc 
would be least likely to attend. They were not publicized. They did not submit this to TAG or 
CA6 for pubRc review. All methods of unethical action designed l>y HCl to avoid Ihe public. 

The Oct, 2O07 document was 45 pages with provisior^s for a^her 4S. Your ten page 
'Soils Rflanagemient Handbook" was cranked out ir> a few days prtor to lieing delivered to the 
: Libby City Council with rm public invctvement. Oib^/iously: you saw the flaws ir* the wort*; of 
' youi predecesscrs^end took steps to correct this docume^it. It is my oplnior^ that it can only 
t^ cor>9Ctad by starting over wittt Ml public involvnmenit. Scrap this entire fiasco, admit thai 
it was designed lo fool the public, and take steps to restore EPA credibilHy ir> Ubby. 

If you insist of movirig aftead with ti«s draft, I respectfully request that you address the 
flaws left in it. I will delineate some of the most ol)»/ious in thiis letter, but cannot address 
them all without face to face interaction with EPA personnel. EPA has wrthdraiwn fram TAG 
and CAG and other civic organizations precisely lo avoid this face to face interaction. It is a 
tactic of deception thai further hamis your credibility. 

On the front page of yotff ^Soils Management Handtjook' {SMH} you mention it iis 
pfecficated on "residual waste'. Paul Peronard told ihe Ubby City Coundl in July, 20(X) that 
EPA would force WR Grace to remove all contamination. The 'Work Plan' and 'Unilateral 
Administrative Order"* t>oth use language specifically callir^ for the removal of all "visible 
vemilcuJite". The City of Libby turned down a $2 fiyiillion offer from WR Graoe for the sale of 
this site on the word of Paul Peronard thai he would deliver a dean site. Paul said he would 
not le^ Grace simply 'cap" this site because that would leave all sorts of problems fcr the 
City of LiPby. A cap would necessitate the enacting of ordinanoes. resolutJons, institutional 
con»rols, deed restrvctions. O&fiil restrictions that would destroy the value of this property. 
Any mention of residual waste must be struck from this document. The City of Libby never 
accepted a cap of this site so al) language pofiaining to cover and cap must be removed. 



Section 1, paragraph one, slates that the City of Libby has worthed with EPA. DEQ ar>d 
HCl in pradircing! tNs Handbook I have found rto City persornel wtio will admit to working 
on something that will have such a detrimental effect on the rights of our dtizonfy. 1 atterKled 
tfie most recent O&M meeting arid stressed to aH in aitenclance that I was there as a 
^ectator only, 1 refused to particlpete in a flawed process. The OSM minutes state that I 
participeited. That is the type of dishonest action GAG and TAG expected to come out of HCl 
imvolvemeni. Pleaise strike any mention of the City of Libbiy working on this docuinenl. 

S«ciiofi 2 shows piwiseiy yrtiy the Cirty of Libby vrould be foolish to accept responsibUity 
for this docurnent when it states that "additional contamination ir\ay han/e been introduced to 
^ - 1 {2 and4} through atfeet sweeping^ dumping of deared snow, utility repair, and other 
excavation adlvtties*. BCI attempts to blame me C ^ of Libby for recontamination of this site 
with this language. The tmih is much more complex. This site has been reconlamBiaited by 
the 120O hotoB augured inio the existkig worî  by EPA personnel. This testing procedure 
brought vemiicuNte to tha auflsce aoiA resulted in EPA requesting ttiat Clly parsonnel refrain 
from malntfiining weed control on the site. EPA cross contamination has renctered the site 
ur>uS9&̂ e fbr the City and HOI wanis the City to t ^e that liablity. Tiiere is firrther evidence 
that this sfre has t)een used by ER. EPA's contractor, to dump wa t̂e in an attempt to 
maxjinize ttwir profits by bair^ paid to cleein up this "planted maleri^. CAG mernbefs 
recentiy addressed this oiminal action in their Feb. 2D0Q meeting butcouldh't resolve the 
issue withoul face to flaoe Interaction with EPA personnel. BPA credibility la an almost 
constant issue here. 

Section 3 ifi lhe most oontantious secticnioiiJtiaAil^.iibby. Thts section lays out the 
argument where EPA wfll aak local govemment to enaa Ordinances and Resolutions 
restricting tha future use of this property. This will set preoedenca for laws that wilJ restrict 
the use of every property In this county that has underyone 'cteenup'. Wtuatly every 
property that EPA has '"cleanedf' is left with documented residual waste. The CHy leaders 
would be wn out ofthis lawn on a raal, tarred and A^Iherad. jf they encumbered (heir 
neighbors with something so dracoman. The City off Ubby never accepted a partial cleant̂ ? 
at 0U-1.2.and 4. When the City of Libby turr«d down $2 Milion from Grace ft was with the 
assurance of Paul Peronard that the Export Plant Mvould be daaned. Ifthe site is actually 
deaned wtien we get to the RWFS and Proposed Plan stage Itwre wHI be no need to include 
any parts of Section 3. 

Section 4 is a joke, right? Tlwre can be rK3 protedjon of human heaWi without a qualitative 
risk assessment using toxicity studiee specific to Ubby Anphlbole. The City of Ubby has a 
huge responsibility to protect their worKers. Section 4 doesn't even scralch lhe surface of 
the issue of EPA's responsibility to wortt wF<h the CHy, Issuing a document with laiguaga so 
superficial ts another method of withholding pertinent Informalkm. 

The SMH isn't worth the p^aer it is printed on and should be summarily rsjecied. Until 
EPA actually decides to woric with the aty, openly, the City is in danger of something like 
this actually getting into the puUic record. Sincerely DC Orr, CAG member 


